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* 2 \ . Introduction .
. C .

. : 'Evaluntion,of'proféssionalnsgaﬁf iézoné'homﬁdhcﬁt 6F the comprehen-
% % sive accountability model now operating in the-Kalamazoo Public*Schools. « ¢

" To clarify-the rationale fpr\thi§ personnel evaluation system it is:
, »'ggpes;ary to digress momentaxily*to explain<the primary thrust of, the o
' o¥erall accountability model. . N o~ s 708
e - . R SR CUNC TR
. - - <Y U. I', 3/ \@»".- "]0; =
. - Accpuntabilityhas,practiced in the Kalamazoo Public Schools in- v .
n educational ~* ¢

N volyésfﬁge implementztion of sound manqgempﬁt concepts in.a
{ environmerit., dn. that ‘sease it#is a type of Ycommon' sense' mdnagement o
< which permeates and providés direction fof'the.entirp sygtem.' Undefins B
this model’ spécific’ objectivés for ~arious programs andvptactices are - . .
,determined, the-extent to yhiqh/dﬁjectiéea are mgt is easured, and -
this informdtion is used as ‘fepdback for making appropriate ‘changes and

recording, progfe§én“The§e_aré minimum objectives for all students at .

all grade devels in all courses’as well as objectives relating (o aca-
.déhfc_eﬁce}len@h 'nd'cé&eer preparation. The ¢ommitment is madr to - . ’
. ’

. _méet these objectives at a minimunm, level regagﬁl@ss'QE mitigating circum-
" stances. Thejaccoyntability. model enables the school system to maXimize
student learning, to provide school patrons with infofmation regarding .

the educational return for their tax dollar, to detérmine student’ per-

-fogmanée levels in all areas,.to evaluate the performancé of ‘p~rsonnel
threughout the syghem, and to weigh fiscal considerations.agalnst educa-

tional-beqefits as an important criterion’ in .all decision making. -
. . L . ’ s . ¢

. "~ “,.,,‘ . oA . . . - - w
re for implementing éducatfonal

“
.

o T '~Thg:appropriafe\mahége@ent structu
’gccountapility'is.viqwed as being somewhat analogousewith that of a .
‘Ynder this analogy School taxpayers, dre to the’ .

' ; school system.as;;toékhdidgrs are to the.¢onpbrdﬁ§on. In¢a like manner.

T nd of EducHtion ‘serves, a furiction similar .to that of a Board of

. Lthe 'Boa
R .'4D1r$ct9ra, the Supdrinteadehg.has the management "and leadership respon-
o, sihilities held for the,corporation ‘president, and all'othér school admin=
~ . ¢. ‘fstrators constitute the.management team,’thereby "assuming leadership
" Ayt | esponsibilities’ in the vardous units, -departménts -and ,buildings which .
T .. are su@portive:of‘éhe system-widg management effqu. T : »‘
) (¥4

[y
-

//// successful corporation.
« *

- It is.impprtént_to.pﬁ%hasize

. the above s;atemght *a11. other school

.{ édministrators'constiﬁqpe tHe .management téam.”" Many school administra-, R
ither have adopted or are considering

L\;i};g;%g groups, throughout this country el \ ]
w7 option of a strong unionistic position.”® Although in most states any -
N employee grouy has’ the right to organize, Boards of Education shpuld S
j > _ravoid the strong unionizatibn_of‘@dmihistvator groups at the local )
,level. Someone has to represent managément and that Ysomeone' has to. .

f.t team consisting of administrative personnel in addition

» be a managemne
to the Superintendent. In that vegard administrator evaluations must '’
n.an addministrator's contribitions to system-wide

e take into consideratio )
nranagement efforta 4s well as contvributions pertaining to-unique needs

! + of individual bqiidingé or departments, . i
N . O [N O ’ ) . . ‘,
One part of the corporate analogy which does, not app%y'to the educa-’
f . +tional setting relates to the srolke of-students. It §hou1d.be.understood
! that students are not viewed as :products. Rather, students are-the con- ,
o . sumers of the school systeft%s products which’ in turn are the learning’

Q experiences and opportunitie$ made vavailable to them. The value or qub}ity
ERIC . o .o S L v
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may be refleqtéd by the‘resultant student growth. One
common dbjective of all school’T personncl is the maxlmizatlon of student

learning ‘and the classroon teachet is the. most impbrtant element in terms
of the extent ,to whicﬁ*this goal is atfained .
3 . ‘ « X

, Although the obje\;ives ‘of the schpol system are many, it is viewed

»

"bagically as an academic \Institution with the primary responsibility of ¥
helping all young peeple ln thewschool system to develop the bdsic skills

and the basic understandings necessary to compete in this soc1ety for "jobs® =
and for hlgher education regardless af race, creed or sex. .To achieve “
this.end classroon environuents must be conducxve ‘to learning, well ¢ orga-
nized and friendly. Furthermore, every student must be guaranteed.the

right to attend school without threat to safety or fear of physical violence.

° - < - .

]

Wiﬁhin this framework of academic-emphasis feading. is given the highest-
single priority. Expressing pneself in the hngllsh anguage in both .
written and oral forms and developlng the fac1lity o work with and ander-
stand mdthematical concepts follow closely behind readlng as objectives Lt
which will be ‘met to, a minimum dcédptable level of performance. Beyand
the achievcment of these minimum objectives in the area of 'basic academics
the comritment is. made to develop standards of academnic exgcellence-rwhich
encourage students to progress qn an individual basls as rapidly and &5
far as p0551ble and to explore career opportunities. While articulating ,
a basic academic thrust tﬁe importance .of student growth in the areas® of

* attitudes and motivation s also recognized Efforts' in this area are‘
emphasized and certa*nly not seen as'in conflict with academic growth.

On the contrary research indicates that afademic success and student .
‘attitudés generally- varyltogether. > ) Lo

- «“ .

¢ . - -

The specific personnel accountability §§stems used to evaluate pro-
fessional employees in' the Kalamazoo Public Schools are presented in what
follows for the positions of the Superintendent, administrators and ,
instructional staff: . R . . L.

.
-~
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_ based contract Wherein ﬁheﬂgugerintendént's salary is adjudte

se

M .‘ * ’. 5 » 3

. e r \' . . .

. *"Mguperintendent Accountability. Salary‘System
€ -\ A . . ' . - : ':' L *

For the pgsg two yeaxrs the Board of Education -4nd the Superintendent

of the Kalamazoo Bublicy Schools have enfered inté an accountability =,

i d apnually
within 'a range upward or downward¢of 10%.. At the conclusion of the ’
1972%73 school year' the salary hdjustmentiwgs determined as a result of °
a_ lengthy meéting during_ which tima Board menber _discussed their percep-
tdons of the extent to Which the %gper}nhendént,had reached performance .’
objectivgs submitted to the Boagﬂ’BE’}he.beginn;pgibi'the year. Thé
‘dgctsgbn of the Board agter'th}é peeting was,to increase theé Superin-'
tendent's salary by the maximum.of 107 making his salaxy £8i the 1973-74
school yea{ $33,000 compared with $30,000 ¥or the previous year. This .
first €érial was better than a system deyoid, of gerfo%mancé considerations,
but left dch to be desired 'in terms of_speéiiicity andobjectivity: ~ At
the copclusion of the 1973-74¢school year,the_ﬁd%rd‘s decision regarding
the Superintendent's salary adjustpent was determined by a much md}ﬁ .
sxstematic,approébh{ This &égtgr,app@oéch}.Saperiq&endent's Accountabil- (f’
ity Salary System, is descrilfed ip this section. “~ T oo

. ’ 4 A
.

-~
~

-

For the 1973-74 %chdol_yeaf‘;ﬁé Boatd .and bﬁé,Superiﬁaéﬁdenp(pg
agreed that several relevant reference groups in addition to Bogrd'members
should .contribute to theh.overall eyéluation. It was-further agreéd that
reactions of theééﬁaddition@l reference, groups should not¢carry much”
relative weight in terms of evaluation, but should serve primarily as '
feedback to_help the Superintendent ‘understand more clearly How he

related to various relevant groups so that he in turn might improve-his e
effectiveness. With respect to evaluatiot, especially for purposes of
galary adjustment, it ‘'was agregd sthat. the Bog;d/cf Education should carry -«
by far the largest weight. \. This decision i$ consisteét with the'reality
that the Suberintegggmg~§pu§’in fact work diyectly for the Board of

~ 1
Education.

€« ¢ v .',
A L Y "

Table 1, Adminisﬁiator Performance_Pfofile, shows the profile generated for
.the Superintendent for the 1973-74 school yeéar. Note that under Sources
of, Ratings there are seven reference groups. . Six of thkse consist of '
varipus subgroups of professional educatbrs within the school system each -
‘representing a maximum weight of 4 poift out’ of g total possible .of 100.
Persons in each of these groups conpleted the Administrator Image '.' ~
Questionnaire shogh in Appendix A. The "average rating bf each of the§q
groups is shown in column 4 of Table.l, Overall Average Rating. The !
Multiple Factor, column 3, is simply the figyre which when multiplied = ~
by “the. average’ rating in column 4 appropriately reflects the relative
assigned weight of the various réference groups in column 5, Tofal .

- Achieved Points. For example, the ayerage.rating by.Ass}stant‘Suﬁgr-

Jintendents was 4.74, and the average rating by Schaol, Board members

. dents was 1 and that'pf $:hool Board members was 5 the appropriate

L4

t

.was 4.66. However, .because the K%signed Weight of Assistant Superinten- .
Multiple Factors, .2 and ‘3 respectively, generated achieved poin?s":;
values of .948 and 13.98 for thege two groups so as to represent accurately,
each Assigned Weight. . ’ . . ) .

‘ : L .
An extremely important use of reference group data is the comprehensive -
information.available to¢-the Superintendent showing ptofiles-for various
reference group responses to questionnaire items as well as the percen-

. £ N - . - hod
ooa . 5 . ‘ . . ("

\ - . v ' .
g Aa . : : -~
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tage ‘of personsodn each reference group résponding in the differené' _
patcgories of all questions askedg For example, feedback to the § ;in— -

. ' . items and the percentage of each reference group indicating nevex, deldom;
. Sometimes, usually. orafways to each.question on the Administrazér Image,
Questionnaire. « N “\ T 3 T

. N -
- N

T “The sgvnth component undei'Sourées of Ratings, Péreﬁts,-was assigned a = °
-possible maximum weight of 4. Parént reactions were.obtained through™a ° .
single question as a part of -a more.lpngthy Parént Opinion Questionpair€ - :
. question asked waév"ﬁiIIlEﬁ“CBﬁté;?Superintendent, does a good job of + y
administering the.school system.'" The questionnaire provided for"oﬁg '
of three responses: ' agfee, disagiee or uncertain. . As can be seen out, ™
of a total of ten points‘possible‘frog‘Sources of Ratings, 7.938'poinﬁs.\
were achieved representing approximately 80% accomplishmefit for this 1
3 ~ N -~ .

component. - . e s L

shown in. Appendix A. 1higquestionnaire is identical, to the Administrator

Image Questiotnaire used for all administrators with the exception,’that o

some words were changed to make the questionnaire more appropriate for’ e

Board members responding to their chief administmator. It was agree ’ “
: that Board members®' respons.s to the Superintendent Image Questionnaire

would make up an additional 15 possible points out: of thé total of 100. ¢

As shown in column 5-the average® responses of Board membérs on .each of

the 5 point scales was 4 .66 which, when miltiplied by the: appropriate C

multiple\factor in ‘column’ 3, gengrated-a v&lue' of 13{98'foyfAchi¢ved . o7

" Points in column 5. .- . o : N .

To summarize the Sources of Ratings component of the Administrator Per- -
_formarnce Profile, schéol rsystem reference groups included: Assistant ' .
- Superintendents, Directors, Princigals, Teachers, Coor@ihator/Supe%visors
and Administrators within Departments. Each of these groups représented . e
a maximum possible weight .of I point each for a combined total of
- 5 points possible for ratings of the Superinfendent by professional
. educators within the system. .Parent§ as a group cpnstithted’a maximum ‘-
" of 4 points. Hente, school system reference groups plus Parents repre- ©
sented a maximum of 10 possible points. Board of Education responses T
~ to the Superintendent Image Questionnaire represented.a maximum of
B '15 points yielding a Total Points Possible of 25 as a result of Sources” -
of Ratings based on the image questionnaires. -As’ indicated in column 5, K
, Total Points Achieved for this ‘image component was 21.918. ’ v,
. The most influential component of the grand total for the'Achievéd Points .
) column was the extent to which the Superintendent met perforﬁance objec—

. tives throughout the year as judged by Board membe¥s. s the Adminis-
trator Performance Profile indicates complete achievement of all perfor=-
mance. objectives as judged by the Board could have generated a maximum

L of 75 points. The actual Achieved Poiffts for pefformance objectives K
was 65.895.. The sPecifics for determining the extent to which perfor-

; mance objectiveb were met ‘was determineg by usiﬁg,thg~?erformanbe objec~ .

: " tives Evaluation Form Worksheet shown in Appendix A. Labels in the ! -
. “Yeft column of the form-correspond directly to the several page docu-
O , ment entitled 1973-74 Performanag Objectives for KaZamazoo Public Schoofs
submitted to the ?oard of Education on Septepber 7, 1973, This document . .i

) : I

- - E - - - o= .- R

» tendent is available regarding average responses ,td ‘all questionnaite ~\\\X- -
.. sent td all parents of students in the KalamaZdo Public Schools. The, % .

School Board members éompleted the Superintendent Image Questionn%ire . : .

e v

,
.
.
D
v
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A “ . contafned considerable natrative®rélated to each of ihe“perﬁquance

- 'objecti\e‘labels and provided much. guidance in gﬁrmS\of eriferid to be

used for'#ydIUating performance ohjective achievement.. ﬁoéogdiz;ng that .
sowe peffbrmance objettives were moye impoptant thgn others,ﬁthe Superxin~ -

tendent working with representdatives §rom5the Board" of Educabion,
aesigned\a weighted importance on 2 j»point scald¥o Each*of the specific

objectives. Results df these assignments are_shown by~ the circled number

o" .ﬂ\
e

o s

, + Form’ Norksheerﬁin,hppendix ASf .

Throughout the year the Supe ntendent Lept,Bqardbmembers aware on. a
regularqhasis of progress With respect to meetiqg érnual~performance

objeetives. These reports culm;nated w1th‘a‘s ve al ‘hour meeting between’

Superihtendgnt remind od Board members of eémlibt reports dealing wit
performance objective achicvement and’ shared, wit thenm A%1, additional ~
data necessary for BoArd members £o be ‘able to ma aﬁqihtéiligent .
. decision rcgarding he degree of acpomplishment foy each objective.:
: - Board -member} then completed~the Performance Objectivés, EValuation‘Form
Worksheet by circling’ ugder Degrge of Apcomplishment for each obJectiye
- the numbér which best representéd’their judgment of the extent to which‘
.that objectivp ihad been met dﬁring the past-yeatr._ -All Board. Jmember res—
ponses were confidential and anonymous.' They were collected by a single
* Board member, and given.directly £o the Diréctoi® of Research ‘and Deve¢lop~"

the Superint@ndent and members; of the Board’of Educ tion during whiﬂg;:he

. /y Board member responjes to perFornance objective achievement are shown! in
- the Administrator Pexformance ?*J%ile Evaluation Form presented in’
' Tablé 2. The Multiple Factor is the figure which-when multiplied by the

tive is shown jin celumn 5, Achieved Points, the sum of which is the 65.89
%;so shown in the AdministrategeFerformance Pr0rile of Table 1.

.
- -

As.the Administrator Performance Profile indicéhes the schemeeused was
». based on a total'of 100 pintss TO paints for. refen%nce group ratings,

<15 points for .Board. member ratings and 75 points for Board members'
* evaluation of the extent to‘whicﬁ performance obJéctives were met. As
shown ig column 5, the totalZ'points generated by reference groups, in-
cluding Board members, reactipfg te the image questionnaire was 21.918.
Board ftembers' judgments 0f performance objectives accomplishment wds
65.895 for a total achieved,points of 87. 813 out of a possible of 100

points.
J\ .o .' .

This scale of 87.8 was then'compared\with the scale’ shown in Table 3,
Salary Related to, Points AAchieved. ‘As 1ndicated in this table the
salary range could, have gone from nega ive.lO/ to positive 10% as shown
in the left column, Saiaiy Peccentage. Both the Superintendent and ,
Bourd members agreed prlor to COmpleti g this year's evaluation imstru-
ment that a percentage of P01nts Ach¥fved of less than 50 would con-
stitute such poor perfgrmance as to gugpest dismissal. It was decided
therefore té assngn:the Jlowest sala&y reduction of negative 107 to a
Points Achieved pereentage'of‘SO. "At. the opposite end of the scale 1t

near perfection and merit the maxifum increase of 10%. Othescsalary

. < /-

‘ hrs . .x - . M - . : 6 $8.. ‘ . w /

) in the Weighted “Importance column of the \rma cefbbjectise Evaluation‘
. mp Q .

+,. « 5, tent for data processing and inclusion in the overall Admtnistrator Perfor-"
mance, Profile for t;: Superintendegt shown id mnbleﬁl‘ ‘Results of average

average “overall rating appropriazely reflects the various ‘Weighted TImpor-
- - .tance§ in the* Achieved Points c¢olumn. -The Points Achieved for eadh~objec-

- g

agreed that achievemenc'apprcaching or exceeding 90% ‘wduld constitute

7
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‘. TABLE 2 \
> . . . . . - * 1
ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE. PROFILE N |
’ EVALUATION FORM { .
., L . LN ) P - ;
L e e ) . i
POSITION —. SUPERINTENDENT ' ‘ g June 17, 1974 !
5 o Lo : . ’ . , X N 1
‘cormm ¥ COLUMN. 2 COLUMN 3. + 7 COLUMN 4 COLUMN 'S =
4 ., . . . L ) B . - . 1
'« ,Performance R o ‘ ) Achieved 1
- Objective . Weighted Multiple: Degree of ) Points |
o Number . - Importance Factor Accomplishment (Col.4 %°Col.3) 1
-~ . . . A_ . - ’
LV IA 3 .3846 : 4.0 N . 1.53840 3
1B U S .5128 4.4 2.25632 oo~
S 7 PR 4 . .5128 4.6 .. 2.35888 .
1C2 K .5128 ‘ 4.4 ) 2,25632 .
. I1C3 . 4. . .5128 . 4.4 . .2.25632 1
. . : ’ |
0 1IA . . 4 .5128 - 4.4 2.25632 }
_ 1IB1 & | R .5128 4.2 .. 2.15376 :
© -] 1IB2 s .5128. - 4.4 2.25632
) A3 ’ C . o l-- . ' ‘
I:IIAI 4 < A 5 0641'0 1 4.’6 - 209,4860 . - i‘
IIIA2 . - 5 . +6410 4.2 2.69220 - -
15575 TR 3.4 . .3846 3.6 | -7 1/38456 o
S 11144 - ) 4 .5128 . 4.6 2.35888 .
» nIIl‘B‘ lf . ‘*’0-:«.51,_2.‘8 N ’ 4.4‘ ,2.?5632 . ’ ;‘
v ITIC1 -2 . 2564 ; 4,2 - 1.07688 o :
I1IC2 5 .6410 4.4 | 2.82040 .
i1cs -, 2 .2564 7. 3.6 . . . 0.92304 |
< IIICK ' 4 .5128 4.2 . 2.15376 o
11ICS 5 6410 6.8 3.07680 |
111C6. 1 .1282 3.8 0+4871€ |
111C7 x 1 ~ 1282 3.4 .- 0,4358¢
111C8 1 T .1282 . 3.2 0.41024 - '
) IVA ~ T3 .3846 4.8 1.84608
. A OIVB 3‘ . ‘3846 4.6 * 1-76916
"0 ‘1ve 2 .2564 4.2 1.07688 .
¢ I’VD 1 . ‘ 01282 ¢ 3.8 00,48716 ©r j
3 - \ L]
) VA 4 .5128 4.6 2.35888 .
VE 4 .5128 4.8 2.46144 ‘
ve , i 2 . .2564 4.0 1.02560
VD 3 .3846° - 4.4 1.69224 -
VF 5 .6410 4.8 3.07680° . ;
VG | 5 - 6410 4.6 2.94860 i
' ,-VH 2 «2564 . 4.0 1.02560 ‘
V1 5 .6410° , 4.6 . ~2.94860
- 65.89480 |
9 . -
7 . » . , ‘\
: xe . ' o . . i
. . B N
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TABLE. 3

!

. ~SALARY RELATED TO POINTS ACHIEVED o
) . ©, SUPERINTENDENT ;. ’ °
L ~ 5
D . SALARY . POINTS ACHIEVED
' ' PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE
v v =100 evidieitgeeess 50
oy - = 9.5 tereoenaeensedSL
T =900 seeseevaadhesss 52
. “'>8'o'~5_:o-‘oo..o-oooo-oo 53'
= 8.0 deeiiieneneance 54 .
, S 7.5 caviqesetacesis S5 < .
) e 2700 iasieaseshes 36 Y .
= €5 ceeeennnacrodne 57
™ > 6.0: 2600t e0ces0ne 58 §
y =525 ceeearieaniaens 59 \
- 5.0 .o:,n,.--to;-.*oo- 60
4.5 tiieieniesesess 61 '
S A 1 R
='3.5 vedeiesiecsins. 63
= 3.0 e e deeaaee. B4 N0V eyl
8 = 2.5 tieleeedinenses 65 - i
© 2.0 ciomeidesasess 66
“ 2.5 veeereedecaness 67
- 1.0 cieieesdinnea.. 68
- 0.5 ciiiieihenanas 69 \
0.0 cueruencesansss 70
4 0.5 cevinernnnenens 71
P10 cieieiienineeees 72 0 '
i F 1.5 cereernniponess 13
4 2.0 coveieniorreees 14 .
4 2.5 ciieeerianesens 15
# 3.0 covvenrensinmes 76 ¢
- L 305 ceieiiisaeieaes 77
# 4.0 uveretnnannass 18
. 4.5 fieiininenneses 19 -
4 5.0 ciesencsioesces 80 -
4 5.5 terurenencesass 81 . .
R -2 NP : ¥ "
- F 6.5 vevennnsioeenss 83°
4 70 ceeeeerenanonses 847
’ 4 7.5 ceeeneeennceses 85 '
4 8.0 veveeerecnanns . 86 i ’
4 8.5 vevrevencncanas 87 .
"~ 4 9.0 sereeeseeassess 887
4 9.5 tiieersacssecss 89
' 410.0 Jevereennmagenes 90
‘ .40 *
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. would convert to a Salary Percentage increase of 8.9.- This is determined . .

) \ ‘ .! - 2 ] ,,,' . . ‘\"
It 1s recoghized that the qverali\systeh Qresented“herexasiwell‘as the - - ‘477\
_indivi@uhl components are not perfect. However, it waswbqligved'tth . L
1t was necessary to try something to serve as a mo¢al so ‘that approprizte” .- 5

L PH

. ] - .e L
levels and points_achieved percentages were evenly ai§§ribuﬁéd between " 1
these ‘two eXtremes as shgwn in the scale.. The total Points Achizved af

‘87.8 falls between a salary percentage- increase of 8.5-apd 9.0. Mdthe- ’ .
matical interpolation shows ﬁ@at the Points Achleved pércentage of 87.8 - Y

by multiplying .8 by ..5 qﬁa by adding the product of..éjto 8:5. B .

. .
'

refinenients could be made in developing a‘fairly objective and valid )
systém.for'determining éducator accountability. The systemr 1$ being n y
studied dnd refinemerts ‘are beifig made. Also, it served as the basic o

model for the more general Administrator Accountability Salary System ' K
described in the next section ~ 7 '

.
- . .
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o
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: Administrator'Aceountability Salary System )

ability-based salary systen has been implemented for all administrators.
With this-system administrator salaries are ad3usted for either or both
A of the" Eollowing reasons: (1) performance and (2)° reclasSification.
- . Judgments of performance are based on, the’ extent to which an administra-
- tor achieves meaningful per&ormance objectlves «ndeonecomprehen51ve feed-
back from relevant reference groups. Reclassificat1on_i§ based on the
:scope and function of the position. ~ !

- s, PO
i . In an effort to reward excellence, and discourage mediocrity an .account-
|
|

- - rd
[
[N 1

The administrator accodntabillty system Is sinmilar to that for the . e :\

Superintendent wherein his salary at the end of each yéar may, bé adjusted - T

T anywhere, from 10'percent upward to 10 percent downward, depending on the ts
extent to which fie {s able to meet specific pcrformance objectives. One .
primary difference is that the evaluition of the Superintendent 1s based, =
en the colleotive Judgment’ of a seven—member Board of hducatiod‘while
the evaluaticn of orher admimistrators is coorglnated and finally determined

~——Dby-the Superin}endenc after careful analysis -of \extensive input from .
other apprOpriate administrators wno in turn utilize. information
generated by relevant reference groups ‘Anotner ditference. is that for
the 1974~75 school year percentage changes £Q;Eadninistrators vary _ - " . :
from C to’'9 percent rather\than from a negat ve.10 to a positive 10 per—
cent. These percentages,. b&s1c salary® tanges, and other speciffes of | SR
the performancesevaluation components for adminlsoraﬁors are reviewed .
and dpdated periodlcally. ///.;, -
. - p

Performance.Evaluatlon Componenrs, : / .7 .
In usi; -ithe Administrator Accountability Salary SysLem to judge ,perfor- e Lt
mance ‘the Superintendent bases hid evaluations on two components *

(1) subgroup-ratings and (2) the meeting of. performance objectivés.,

Scores on thése two factors are fierged to determine an administrator’'s
‘overall performance. The merging s such that the total evaluation .
based on 'ratings and performance objéctives yie%ds a maximum of 100 points,
with 50 points for ratings, and. 50 points for pénformance objectives as -

shown 'in Table 4.

-

TABLE .4

3

\
\ .

\

\

\
\

WEIGHTING FACTORS FOR ADVINISTRATOR

ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEW

TN
\

RECOMMENDED

4

w , .r &
- COMPONENTS . WEIGHTS = . )
A . T B R
Ratings ) ,50 ;
v % 'l' Performance Objectives - 56 .
. Total Points 100 .-
’ 2. . S
\ 1o- 12 - .
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) A sample of the form used for the position of Senior High School Principal

. is:sbowﬁ'én the following page in Table 5. The exact procedures -followed
for thie positign are discussed.in the example below. The procedure is,

s the same for all other administrative positions with the exception that ‘
the reference groups Erdv}ding ratings and the weights .assigned 'td thgse:
ratings vary. Relevant reference groups for each administrative position
aré listed in Appendix B. The instrument used for Sources of Ratings 1is
the Administrator Image Questionnaire (AIQ) shown in ‘Appendix A. AlL

"scoring of rating forms and arithmetic computations are pérformed by a
computer bssed operation resulting in the type of summary information
présented in Table 5. Appropriate administrative personnel, through

' computgr termirals, have néarly instantaneous access to this summary infor-
mation as well as to the more specific information on which the summary
data are based. Examples of information fepresenting specific components
'Wf‘tﬁé‘ovérall admihigtrator performance profile are shown in Append%x C.

4 I“l' z 7 ® r ’ E 1 . i -
) s, . xample
(XY 1, -3 P . )

1. Ratings ‘ .. y . .

.
K]

QN . a., The Ass%&ned Weights column reflects the maximum number of
points allowed for the various rating groups. As much as
possible these weights are mutually aéceptable to both the
evaluator. and the evaluatee, but in all cases 50% of the

A overalg evaluation is based on Ratings. '

b. The Achieveéd Points column is a directzcodputation based on
' reactions of the various reference groups as reported on the ‘
. “  ’Administrator-Image Questionnaire (AIQ). Since the AIQ is -
~ " based on a 5 'point scale each Assigned Weight in the Assigned

Weights column is divided by 5 to determine the Multiple
#  Faltor to be used to calculate the. Achieved Roints column.
* » This Multiple Factor provides for the propér weighting in
the Achieved Points colunn. Note thereforé that the first
.two values in"the Achievéd Points column are based on a s
Multiple Factor of- 3 times the Overall Average Rating from
two Sources of Ratings. The remaining Achieved Points are °
derived by the same procedure being applied to other Sources
of Ratings. The increase or d@trease of :the Overall Average
'Rating value could be determined by any multiple greater than
.0 dgpendingguponaghe weight assigned. The degree to which the
" Achieved Points are maximizéd for any Source of Rating i3 de-
- ' pendent on the Assigned Weights and Overall Average Rating.
- ' For instance, in the example the Overall Average Rating by the
Assistant Superintendént, for Building Administration was
! w 4.0 ylelding an Achieved.Points value of 12.0 or 3.0 times 4.0.
yﬂe Achieved Points gengrated by the Resource People is 3.2

) - , or .8 times 4. .The total Achieved Ppints (40.8) derived from
v . .the rAtings component is, a summation of Achieved Points for
each Source of R&ting. : A M

‘2. :'Performance Objectives ~™ . *
" S . 7 ‘ :
. fhe other component of the administrator accountability model is the
; extent td“whizh an administrator meets previously stated perfor-
mance objectives mutually abceptable to both the administrator and
immediate superordinate\ While therekis significant commonality of
. o -

/ *

»
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' ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE PROFILE i
+ R ’ R , ' . i
¥ ’ N X
A i
] \ > ~ : ’j
POSITION - SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINGIPAL . bos ) > ) |
’ ’ " - o, ' L] “‘: - !
RATINGS . ~ ) roT y .
L. ! .. . . I S |
COLUMN 1 - ) _ COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN .4 COLUMN 5 - }
=, . . . hd - LS
‘ » Overa]:'l . i
. bg . Average Achieved |
Sources of ¢ . A/ssigned Multiple Rating . _Points 4
Ratings  ‘Weights Factor AIQ (Col.4 x*Col.3) 1
e . & . "' . i
1. ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT " . . |
FOR BUILDING ADMINISTRATION 15 3.0 ¢ 4.0 - 12.0 |
) . . > s ;
) . B
2. DIRECTOR OF SECONDARY - : ) : ;
INSTRUCTION 15 3.0 4.5 _ 13.5 ;
3. TEACHERS / 4 -8 3.5 2.8 ]
' - . 1
. - $
4. OTHER DIREGTORS, SUPER- ) ;
VISORS AND/OR COORDINATORS 5.9 1.0 4.0 4.0 1
5. BYILDING. ADMINTSTRATIVE ‘ .
STAFF-ASSTSTANT PRINCIPALS : |
AND DEAN OF STUDENTS 4 d .8 4.0 3.2 |
A - . %' v N %
6. RESOURCE PEOPLE ( i.e., 3 T i
¢ INSTRUGTIONAL SPECIALIST, E ‘ T 1
ACADEMIC SPECIALIST, LEADER ° . - ) .
OF STUDENT SERVICES,“etc.) 4 8, 4.0 . 3.2 .
«'I i
70 SEI:F, - 3 .6 3.5 2.1 'i
) . 50 ’ LN 40.8 o
% o : . ] ‘ ’ |
PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES iy
PLRFURMANCE OBJECTZIVES 50 * .
« POINTS ACHLEVED / - 42,0
— / e - . |
: / ' . !
TOTAL#POINTS 100 / ) ‘ -82.8 |
. \ ' t ’ ’ 1
/PERCUN‘l(ALARY ADJUSTHENT, ; |
b4 ) , ]
[ . "%
, | |
. o 4 : L
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objectives for a number of administrators such as those iegardihg'
academic achievement, elimination of discrimination, alternatives
to suspensions and staff evaluation which differentiates, in all |
- cases administrators have certain objectives unique to,their buirding
. \ . or departments. Each administrator's evaluator conducts appropriate
conferences and asscsses relevant data in determining the weighted
importance of objectives and in examining the eigpnq to which an y:
administrator meets stated performance objectives for each school
Y year. At the building level the Directors of Elewentary and Secon-
dary Instruction evaluate those performance objectives relating
- directly to irmstruction and the Assistant Superintendent” for ‘
Building Administration evaluates those performance objettives re—
lated to the noninstructional afeas. The technique used in making
this determfnation 1s basigall§ﬁche same as presented above for
v - Ratings. The narrative below in conjunction with Table 6 describes
- the procedure for determining the extent to which performance objec-
: tives are met by’ the High School Principal,

a. The Performance Objective Number column is used to list each ‘

l} - performance objective that is to be evaluated. For some admin- -
. : istrators there are as few as five and for other administrative

1 - . positions as many as fifteen. Labels for objectives represented

& *

by the various numbers are listed.

b., The®Weighted Importance columnsallows the evaluyator to indicate -
the relative importance of each objective., As in other cases T
the amount of importarnce for an objective reflects mutual agree-

. ment between the evaluator and evaluatee if at all rossible. T
, _ Examples of different values for Weighted Importance are shown .
o’ in Table 6 where academic achievement receives a Weightad Impor- _ —
N . tance rating of 10 while objectives regarding extra curricula

activities receive a Weighted Importanggxrating”bf*4;“’

Co In the Degree 6fukccbmﬁ1i§hmént column a 5§ point scale is used

s \ to reflect the evaluator's judgment of the extent to which an

' objective has been met. As indicated above, conferences are held
with the administrator and evaluator to mutually examine data

. and assign appropriate weights and values. However, the evalua-
_ tor makes the final decision regarding the degree of accomplish-

" ment for a particular objective. ‘ 4

’ d. The value in the Achieved Points column is calculated by mul-
tiplying the judged actual Degree of Accomplishment for the objec-—
tive times the Multiple Factor. Since the Degtee of Accomplish-
ment 1s based on a 5 point scale each Weighted Importance is . .
divided by 5 to determine the tultiple Factor. This Multiple
Factor provides for the proper weighting in the Achieved Points
column. As an example, Objective #9 hLas a Multiple Factor of .8
and the Degree of Accomplishment is judged to be 3, so the
Achieved Points equals 2.4,

.

e. Thé total Achieved Points (42.0) derived for performance ob}ec-
tives is a summation of the Achieved Points -for each objective.

3. Total Points. . . N

Finally, for the example in question by adding the two acheived scores
Q for the two components 40.8 (ratings) aud 42 (performance objectives)

. . 130 A4S -

+
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- WwPABLE 6 o L
! o - v
PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ' ) ' ,
EVALUATION FORM . T |
A ’ \ ~ N L4 < “ " ]
POSITION ~ SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ; TR _
coLmw 1, COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN 4 | COLUMN 5 .3
* . ? : .
Pexrformance - . T B *  Achieved
Objectives ‘Weighted Multiple Degree of ) Points ,
Nunber . Importance - Factor Accomplishment (Col. 4 x-Col. 3) 4
1 ’ - w"’_z‘ . .8 4 . 3‘ .2

2 10 24 », 5 '@f
2.0

3 10 4 - 8.0 [
’ “ ~ 3 P .6 . 2 1.2 ,/
s ' 2 ' " 5 2.0 / €
6 : s 1.0 4 R
: y - I
7 e b s 5 - 40
B 4 8 T 3.2 [
9 4 " .8 3 2.4 -
10 4 8. 5 1 %0 :

(More Objectives May Be ﬁigéed,As Needed) . .

v

e * . M o

s N 0
)

NOTE: Labels for objectives represented by the various numbers are listed below

e, € i

1. Parent Involvement . -
2. Norm Referenced Achievement ' /
3. Criterion Referenced Achievement

4, Elimination of Racial and Sex Discrimination /

- 5. Alternatives to Suspensions . ' i

6. - Differentiation of Staff /
7. Staff Morale’

8. Student Morale : . Y /
g, Extra Curricular Activities ’ ’
10, Staff Inservice

E

~
~——
»

— e a7 o o e i e

*  An administrator may have any number of objectives or any assigneg welghted
importance fior objectives. j[is ; ) .o
? * .‘/

%,
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> ) the administrator received a total score of 82.8 points cut Qg a total
possible of 100. For purposes of salary adjustment' these akhieved
N . < points for all administrators are compared ijh the figure entered

- 1in Table 7 on page 16. As was the case for Ahe Superintendent's L
: Agcountability Salary System described previously a percent oﬁgk .
* ’ accompl}shmedt of’50% or less results. in the most negative salary .
adjustment possible, excluding dismissal, which i¢ a zero doldlar in-
' ’ crease. Percentage of performance accomplishment reachiftg 90% rites .
) "+ a maximunm saléry increase of 9%. Points Achiewed percehtages between ’
these two extremes of 507 and ‘90% are ‘evenly disttibuted between the, 5 L
i ) two salary percent increase extremes of 0% and 9% as-shown in'Tablé. 7. - >
’ For the present example the Points Achieved percentage of §2.8 corres-
ponds to a-salary increase of 7.4% These values are the"brimaryj
determinants in making decisions abou shlary changes. Any salary Q
change not commensurate.with these figurks must be agcbmpqnied by \ ’
strong rationale which may be presented during the Edéluaé&on Sunmary- -
uperintendent conference described belpy. »
. 4. Further Example ' o - ¢ *

.

L4 - . ' [
‘- To further clarify the procedyre an example of an. overall evalnation- : ' !
. for an Elementary Principal i§ shown on page 17 in Table 8. Note - )
*  that the Sources of Ratings (column 1) areedifferent than those | |
shown in Table 5 as are the Asgigned Weights (column 2), which in
turn generate new multiples in column 3. « o0 -
. - .t
. Reclassification . ' <
s : : .. ) R v
’ As stated above £he only other reason for ‘adjusting salaries is occasional

1

reclassification based on periodic studies of the scope and function.of
various administrative position. .These studies are conducted by ‘a
committee consisting of a representative group of administrators.and per-
sonnel in the Superintendent's office. Also, the Board of Educatiod gives '
ultimate approval to salary ranges reflecting job scope and function.

4

. . . L .
~ .. Evaluation,Summary - Superintendent .
. 4

Yot

A stmmary of each administrator's performance accompanied by any salary

"change is shared with the administrator in written form by the Superin-

. tendent. This written summary follows a conference including the admin-

‘ istrator, Superintendent and other appropriate ‘personnel, Atr the secon-
dary level the conference ‘participants include the Principal, Superin-=

+ .tendent, Director of Secondary Instruction (responsible for evaluating' the

instictional areas of the administrator's performance) and Assistant .
Superintendent for Building Administration (responsible fér evaluating non~
instructional areas of the administrator's performance). At the elementary
level, the conference participants include the Principal, Superintendent, °
Director of Elementary Instruction (responsible for evaluating the instruc-
tional areas of the administrator's performance) .and Assistant Superin-
tendent for Building Administration (responsible for evaluating noninstrug-
tional areas of the administrator's performance). Each Assistant Principal
1s scheduled "in a conference with the Principal and Superintendent. Other
administrative personnel are involved in a conference with their superor-
dinate, Supérintendent and other appropriate personnel. Primary factors
for detérmining performance and salary chquges/afe as outlined above in the
Administrator Accountability Salary System. In all cases the final
det&rmination regarding performance and salary adjustments is made by the

Superintendent,

e 5 17
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. . SALARY RELATED '1‘0 POINTS ACIIIEVED .
> " ‘ . ADMI\ISTRATORS

.
B . . - .
D) - b “ » ﬁg
. . .
P

*

o

] ® " oy

_— o r - 'SALARY .~ POINTS ACHIEVED

v Y + ¥ PERCENTAGE . . PERCENTAGE
. ' > e, o
. 0000 eote 00 00 0000 0 Nes 00T 50

t Y 225 ciiieiieedieneien 51
s 0.450 . iieigetoenenenns 520 o
Y 0.675 «avueriaenocsfiarass 53
e 04900 [..eadiiieaiTeen. 54
. : 1.125 T el iiee. 55
" 1.350° B RRLECETIRLE 56
1.575 Yeineeniinnencnnnne 57
N L 4 1.800 s.eesineecaiaeanst 58
2\ 2,025 iteececerensnceend 59 70
’ 2,250 tiereennasasecesnes 60
) 2475........f..*.........ﬁl *
‘ .o . 2,700 . heiedineerancsees 62 1
.. . \ . C 20925 JeveeegeseePiiiie.. 637
7 Lo e 30150 D eieeeeeeeieceness 64
3 . . \\ c- .2 3.375 .....,,....u.;}...; 65
. . : 3,600, ceecesescscnsnnast 66

v \
“‘ N ¢ 3825.ovooo-¢ooo-ooo:cooo 67
.\" '-‘g? . ‘ 4050:‘00000000000000000 68 )
4\ - 4.275 oo’o&ooooo‘oo,oooﬁooto 69 A

‘ Fd .' o - 10:500 oooo.ooooooooooooooo 70
.. N VTS i 71
.. - 6.950 veueeneneanaanaenss 72
Ca ‘5 52175 eveiuseeeennneions 13
- : . D500 +eeneeeeneerenaeens T4,
o ' A 5.625 veiereieeeanncennens 15
', o 5.850 .uenececionnsencens 76
) . ‘ 6.075 vevresensononnennes 17
: ; S 6.300 +seeeneceanesececas 78
1 . 6525 tiivinnpeenaennees 19
L, T . 8750 tiieneneesenennes. 80
' 6.975 +ueqeennnrananasnes 81
. 7.200 «evuneoensneeeeees 82
: t : 7025 v enrnenneesaeronneas 83"
‘ - o ¢ 7650 vuieufeeerececsnses B4
s A C oL 7.875 cueevennecenncacess 85
v o o 3.100 4eevecerasresnnnoss 86
N 1325 Jeveeiarneneeeennes 87
' B.550 “eveceenranneieeess 88 7
“  BuTT5 ceteeeeetecasesenss 89 R
P . 9,000 veeuennnneennceenss 90
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TABLE 8 ' 1
< ’ . .
- ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE PROFILE s “ i
h —_— a o M 1 ' N
e : s v
POSTTION - ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ) l
. RATINGS .. ' S - .o 1
.V COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 - COLUMN 3 < COLUMN 4  COLUMN 5 .
- . . . [ x
S { . . . 5,
T L , _ overall :
. " . \ . ‘ " Average Achieved
** Sources of R *Assigned Multiplé .. | Rating’ ‘Points .
. Ratinpgs : v s \ Weights. Factor *# AIQ  (Col. 4 x Col. .3) 1
- L. AssiSrant supERINTENDENT | v+ .0 . ¢
FOR- BUILDING ADMINISTRATION 15 . 3.0° 4:5 O\ 13.5°
. . K . ‘ . ! o .. N . . n ¢
2, DIRECTOR OF ELEMENTARY o P wooa -
. INSTRUCTION™ - - 15 . c.e 3.0 T - 4.0 N 12.0 ;
. . o ' . A * ‘\ o B
3. TEACHERS » ‘ /s 1.0 4.0 \ 4.0 -
. 4. OTHER-DIRECTORS, SUPERVISORS : S -
b AND/OR’ COORDINATORS NS . 1.2 4.5 5.4
,, T : . . 3
' < . . N N 4 7] N
'~ 5.. RESOURCE ‘PEOPLE (i.e, INSTRUC-

.. TIONAL SPECIALIST, ACADEMIC R . ) ‘
SPECTALIST," LEADER OF STUDENT : o -
SERVICES, etc.) S\ * 1.0 3.5 3.5

L. - 3
’ . . ' . .
6. . SELF 4 .8 3.0 ’ 2.4
. v _ ‘ - '("i
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System'for Evaluating“Instrucéional'Personnel

v

"During the past two decades there has been dn increasing congern for |

accountabiliCy in the,field of education.
concern séems to be assoc*ate%
gical phendmena currently ope

The reason for this @Lcelerated

with many complex and interrelated sociolo-

ative in the United
factors are thé changing school curriculum; fluc&iatlng schéol enrollments;
and the growing militancy of administrators, teachers and students.

States.. Among “these.’

These

"

and other factors, including inflation, have caused a trapid increase in

school expenditures.

As financial support from the public has incredsed, .:

the proponentes of accountability have become more vocal. gGriedér1

states:

. It is inﬁvitable and desirable that teachers and o
gdministrators give better account of -their %
< . ‘professional activities .and the funﬂs that are
. devoted to schooling. As salariés‘continue to v
riseo the pressure for accounsability w1ll 12crease.
In a_ few years. they may well lead to greateg interest

. in better teaching, in really goéd teaching by
. "dedicated teachers.

[ N "«

If satisfactory responses are to be made' to the demands of accountability,

thére is a need to measure the performapce of. the instructional staff of

any given school system. However, as with most theogetical concepts such

8s accountability, there 1is a tremendous gap between whiat accountability ,
should be when discussed in an idealistic sense and what it takes to imple- -

ment it in a school system. In order to bridge this gap and to ensure

improved achievement of students, the Kalamazoo Puhlig Schools has develeped

a series of accountability schemes for their instructional staff. These

'schemes are collectively referred to as the Ihstructional Staff Performance .
Profiles (ISPP) and presently include, the following: ¢ '

1. Teacher, Performance Profilé )
2.. Secondary Instructional Specialist Performance Profile
e 3. Secondary Academic Specialist Performance Profile L,
. 4 Flementary Instructional Specialist Performance Proﬁile .
+ 5. Student Leader Performance Profile
6. Counselor Performance Profile -

Tre various schemes were implementdd during the 1972-73 school year and
have undergone continual modification

Two major purposes of the Instructional Staff Performance Profiles (ISPP)
are: (1) to serve /35, a comprehensive accountability scheme whiéh pro-
vides instructional Staff with relevant feedback in reference to improving
thelr, performance, and (2) to serve as a management information system

. -for principals te Use as a basis for evaluative dacisions. These schemes
are based on the rationale that instructional staff evaluations utilizing
multfple components are yetter than those using only a principal s rating.
The ISPP is an attempt to obtain a measure of multiple factoys which
individually may contain considerable bias, but collectively constitute
an obJecLivé, comprehensive and accurate appraisal of the performance of

Y

'the instructional staff.

Schools.
7(

vation's

<

Lo

1Gricder,. Calvin, "Educators Should Welcome Pressure for Accountability."
LXXV (May 1979, '14..




'In-attempting to evaluite .instructional personnel, the‘Kalamaéoo Public-

Schocls has experienced more controversy and confrontation than has been !
the case with otheér employee groups. In a recent Position Statemént .
representatives of the local.teacher urion indicated that it is impossible -
to ,evaluate teacher -effectiveness and inane to hold one human accountable
for the behavior of another, Needless to say, the schooi managemént is in
disagrecment with that statement, ~ Administrators, as part of pﬁeir normal
functions, ean and are evaluating teagher performance at least to the extent
of reducing uncertainty about the qdality bf job being done by various pro-
fessionals within the school system: Also, they are holding the proféssional
staff accountable for certain behaviirs of othet human-beings for whonm :
they have management responsibilities. People who pay the taxes. to- support

P

~

schaols for the most Part -have their performance evaluated, and work in Yy
envifonmepts where'certain People have management responsibilities for the
behavior of others. It is difficult to-justify Tesser éxpectations for ot
educators. ‘The teacher evaluation scheme uséd i the Kalamazoo Public .
Schools represents significant.input from Professional educators thféughput . e

the system including members of the local teacher association. However, ,
while there was agreement on cértain componeﬁts, the overall scheme pre- . A
sented below reflects management Judgments for those components where mutual
agreement’was not achieved. o s -

. ' A . . o
The accountability model used to evaluate' teachers is the Teacher Perfor- .,
mance Profile shown in figure 1 on page 22. The Teacher Performance Pro--

file consists of the following components: ° . . U
T 1. Student raéings ' ) o ; A .
) 2. Principal ‘ratings ) A ] )
3. Peer.ratings _ . . v
. 4. -Self ratings. ° . c T G
5 :

- Student achievement data

Additionally, parent ratings are utilized vhen these ratings are deemed to .
be representative. . -

Y LY
P \

. - »

The Department of Research. and’ Developmeént (R & D) coordinates the s -
collection of data for each of the component: parts of the Teacher Perfor- )
mance Profile. The Teacher Perfnrmaﬁqe Profile uvilizes the multi-component
approach to teacher evaluation which’ is predicated on the philosophy that
measures on numerous variables from relevant reference' groups and/or .
individuals result in the mgst actdrate assessment of a teacher's perfors
mance. ; When utilizing%é‘muf%fﬁcdﬁp§nent accountability model:such as the
Teacher Performance Profile, It is {fhportant to gealize that fione of the
components in and of themselves constftute a total evaluation. For example,.
studénts do not evaluate teachers; students react to teachers., -However, wher ,
data are collected and analyzed for all of ‘the cdporients :of.'the Teacher- . ¥
Performance Profile, student "reactions do cont.ibute ‘to a“teachef's overall- .
evaluation, In essence, the Teacher Performance Profile serves as-a . o >
management information system for providing mezningful feedback for
improving teacher performance,. " Additiomally; it 'serves as:data for making -
evaluative decisions.’ : ) Bary ;- |

von N . o A
» . e N . *

While the Teacher Pe:formance:Proﬁile ‘utilizes:several compohents in
conjunction with a principal's. rating, ‘the finalhdepisioh“fqgérging a
téacher's overall evaluation rests with the principal. Copies of the - ° ;31.
teaclier's performance profile serve-as a primary tbpic,ofrdisdQ§s}9p7§ggigg,

P N B . - B _
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end-of-year and beginning-of-year §rincipal/heacﬁer cod%erences. Similar

models are used to evaluate“non-feaching’ pérscnnel.

. -

<Sp¢cifics related-to the compilation‘bf:the Teacher Performahce,Pfofile
" are completed by the Department- of Reséa??h and Development and & copy .
is mailed to each building principal. Completion of the Teacher Performance

Profile is admiiistered in the following manner, :

L

-

1. Student Ratings '
- * ) ." \'t B s, ) .
Each classroom teacher in grades' K through 12 is rated 'by students on
the Teacher Image Questicnnaire Apperidix A). Note that different
forms of the questionnaire are ugsed at various grade lev s depending
on reading and-comprehension abilities ef studénts. Student ratdng
materials are supplied to ‘the building principal by the Departrient v
of Research and Development. Thé‘complézed stu&ent rating materials
must be xeturned to the Department of.Research and Development mo later
.than March 1 for probationary teacherg and March 15 fér tenure teachers.

o

. " .
. . 4 »

1I. Principal Ratings T .

Both probationary and tenure teachers are rated .each year by_the build- f
irdg principal.. Tyé Téacher’Evaluaqion Form (Appendix 4) is the instru- :
ment used by principals to rate teachers. While the master' agreement
does not specifically state the length of a classroom observation made
by the principal to observe a teacher's classroom perfoymance; the i
« observation is:sufficiently lTong and frequent to 'allow for an objective [ .
analysis of the teacher's parformance. Thirty minutes of observation
: " is regarded as a minimum. Probationary teachers receilve at 1ea§k two
. written evaluations per year. Principals return -the compieted . :
) , teacher evaluation.forms for aiil probationary .teachers to the Employee
Relations Division ro later than March 15.. The completed teacher i
.evaluation'forms:ﬁor tenure .teachers must ‘be returred t¢o the -Employee
‘Relations Division no 1ate§ than April 15, However, if the evaluator L
is considering recommending dismissal of the tehure teacher, the T
evaluation forms must be returned no later than March 15. ) g

. . ) 'x .

. r - . .. ; .

s

7 III1. Peer Ratings . 5 .

At least five, but no more than 15," fellow teachers compose the peer |
group that rate’a teacher. Each teacher must submit to the principal
~a list of at least five peers who are Rnowledgeable ¢f the teacher's - .

. 7/ behavior. .The.final 1list of teachers must be acceptable. td ‘the,
'pqincipal.’ The Peer Image Questionnaire (Apgendix A) is the instrument - .

foo. used for peer ratings and th¢’ completed peer rating forms myst be N
A returned to ‘the Department of Research and Develqpmen% no later, than . ,
-, "March 15. I SR »
. . 2 , s T \' ) . PR I B
IV. Self Ratings . x4 ,
' A T . . . _&‘. . ¢
. Each teacher rates himself/herself on, the following‘}nstruments: ot ® 'i
TeacheT Image Questionnaire, Teacher Evaluation Form and the Peer.
Image Questionnaire. THe self ratings must be completed by.eacH teacher |

prior to the conference ,scheduled with™the principal’. ,The teacher
brings to the scheduled teacher/principal conferenee all of the com-
. " pleted self ratings. The teacher retains one copy of'qhe coupleted

LN } . \
. ' o _ .
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instruments and givias another completéd copy of the instruments to the

building principal,
later than March 15.

Student Achievement Data

o . ¢
In grades 1 through 9 the
administered in September
year. At the high sghool
! (TASK) is administered in

All teachers'

self ratings must.be completed no

M -«

\

~
[y

Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) is
(pre-test) and May (post-test) of the school
level the Stanford Test of Academic Skills
grades 10 through 12 during the month of -

September of each school year.

The{results of the pre- -test/post-test

MAT Qata are returned to the prihcip

in August and to the teacher at

the beginning of the next school year (September).

In the secondary

classrooms and ¢<hose elémentary: areas not amenable to standardized, tests,
teachers develop criterion- referenced tests with the aid of personnel
from the Department of Research and Development. These teacher=pade
. tests-are part of the G.0.T. p;ogram where G.0.T. stands for goals, ..
objectives and test. Recognizing’ that standardized achievement tests
leave much toibe desired for many subJect arcas and learning units,
this program is uged as a companion to the norm referenced standardized
testing system such as MAT and TASK to ensure the gathering of as
much relevant cognitive data as pos51b1e.

- .

The summary compilation of teacher performance'as measyred by the five

- components of the Teacher Performance Profile dfscussegkeﬁbve is shared
with teachers and recorded in personnel files in the ‘histogram form shown
below as Figure 1. Data from which each vertical bar of the histogram is
derived are also included as add1t10nal information necessary “for making
specific interpretations and decisions regarding teacher performance and
ideds for improving that performance. Examples of these additional support-
,ing ‘data are> shown in Appendix C as the Teachei’ Image Profile based on
student reactions to the Teacher Image Questionnaire and as MAT results,
which 1is a prof11e of subtest performance on the. Metropolitan Achievement

., Test. More specific datd of the type on which student. reactions and sub-
test performance on the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based can be
made available including if- desived such 1nformation as individual item
analyses. Additionally, the Prinéipal Rat1ng component is, supported by com=
prehensive written appraisals which 1dentify specific areas in which the
teacher needs to show improvement and Peer Ratings are supported by compre-
hensive feedback regarding specific areas of strengths and weaknesses as
viewed by other teachers. Finhlly, Self Ratings are compared with data
regarding Student Ratings, Principal Ratings and Peer Ratings for'purposes
of determining discrepancies between actual .and self perceptions. For
certain teaching positions and staff personnel appropriate supstitutes

“are made for the achlevement components of the overall evaluation when
necessary as may be the case for classes-.such .as those in physical educa-
tion, art and music. For thesg positions a rating by the appropriate
gurriculum supervisor genera11y'erlaces the achievement corponent.’

While recognizing that each component of the teacher evaluation scheme
has,sbme limitations, all components taken together begin to give a fairly
accurate picture of teacher performanc In those classrooms where ‘students
leara a lot, have. positive views regarding the quality df the learning
experience, where other teachers indicate that the teacher is making signi-
ficant contributions toward curritulum development and where the principal .

has high regard for teacﬁer-performance, one” has considerably reduced

.2 23 ‘
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uncertainty regarding the quyality of thé job being dome by that parti-
cular teacher and can be comfortable 1n\giv1ng that teacher a rather hig|
. rating. On the contrary, in those 'cldssrooms exemplified by zero or
’ negative learning chaos, poor student attitudes,*low reghrd from other
teachérs and poor evaluations by the principal, one has 1dentified a
. - teacher who is havipg some problems. The first job is to share this
information with the teacher and try to improve the teacher's -performance.
1f over time no positive change is observed, then the school system may
have an obligation to get that teacher out of the classroom. The'result
\ , s that this accountability method protects teachers against such things
S as persouality conflicts with the prlncipal while &t the same time pro-
“ 'viding direction for specific teacher performance éxpectations and,

. ultimately producing the-best possible learning environments for students.
(3]

P ) An attempt is now being made to develop- with. representative teachers a way
L0 assign weights to various components of teacher performance such that .
an evaluation model based on a multiple linear equatlon of the type di's~ .
N . cussed above for administrators may be used to generate fumbers whigch o
accurate]y differentiate between "levels of teacher effectiveness. It is ,
. believed that this model in turn may be used to develop a caree salary -
_ system for "teachers such that salary adjustments reward excelleﬁce and . I
. discourage mediocrity. At the present time It-appears that the vagious B
; weights to be used will vary as a function of the teaching s®tting. - .- .
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